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Pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .193(b)(1), Applicant responds to the new points raised in the 
Examiner's Answer as follows. 

First, neither Moody nor Okada, alone or in combination, teach changing an existing 
collection of user interface controls by removing a user interface control, as recited in claims 8 
and 36. The Examiner argues that Moody and Okada transform a user interface control. 
Transforming a control visually or audibly is not the same as removing the control altogether. 
Claims 8 and 36 plainly recite that the control must be removed. Because Okada fails to remove 
a user interface control, Okada does not effect a child-friendly, age-appropriate interface. A 
child can still perform the same forbidden functions by using a control in its original format and 
by using the control in its changed format. By contrast, when the control is removed, the child 
does not have access to the forbidden function through the control. This is a significant point 
that the Examiner still fails to appreciate. 

The Examiner argues that, fl [p]er Okada, existing user interface control can be replaced 
by new user interface controls (figures 12-26)." Examiner's Answer at page 5 (emphasis added). 
The Examiner also argues that "the replacing of user interface element is clearly disclosed by 
Okada in figures 12-27." Examiner's Answer at page 7 (emphasis added). The Examiner's 
Answer discusses Okada figures 13, 14, and 27, where one control is replaced with another 
control. Examiner's Answer at page 7. The Examiner's Answer also states that "Moody teaches 
the changing of the interface element" by changing a child drag interface with a more advanced 
drag operation. Examiner's Answer at page 7. In each of these examples and arguments, no user 
interface control is removed. Rather, the presentation format of a control is changed visually or 
audibly. But the control remains, albeit in a new format. No functionality is removed. 
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Second, neither Moody nor Okada, alone or in combination, teach changing an existing 
collection of user interface controls by adding a user interface control, as recited in claims 7 and 
35. Again, the Examiner argues that Moody and Okada transform a user interface control. But 
transforming a control visually or audibly is not the same as adding a new control. Claims 7 and 
35 plainly recite that the control must be added. Because Okada fails to add a user interface 
control, Okada does not effect a child-friendly interface by adding age-appropriate features that a 
child is likely to enjoy. This is another significant point that the Examiner still fails to 
appreciate. 

The Examiner argues that, "[p]er Okada, existing user interface control can be added to 
the customized user interface (10:21-26; figures 17, 18, 26, 27)." Examiner's Answer at page 6. 
The Examiner also argues that "the replacing of user interface element is clearly disclosed by 
Okada in figures 12-27." Examiner's Answer at page 7 (emphasis added). The Examiner's 
Answer discusses figures 13, 14, and 27 where one control is replaced with another control. 
Examiner's Answer at page 7. Also, M [i]n figures 26 and 27, the added sound to the interface 
provides different functions and effects to the user." Examiners Answer at page 7. The 
Examiner's Answer also states that "Moody teaches the changing of the interface element" by 
changing a child drag interface with a more advanced drag operation. Examiner's Answer at 
page 7. In each of these examples given by the Examiner, no user interface control is added. 
Rather, the presentation format of the control is changed visually or audibly. Adding sound to a 
control, for example, is not the same as adding a new control. The old control remains, albeit in 
a new format. No functionality is added. 

Third, Appellants would like to point out that the Examiner's Answer appears to contain a 
typographical error concerning the status of the claims. Specifically, at page 2 the Examiner's 
Answer states, in error, that "Claims 1, 2, 4-9, 24-30, 32-47, 52-78 are pending in the 
application." (emphasis added). It appears that claims "4-9" should have been entered as claims 
"4-19" because claims 10-19 are still pending and were rejected as being unpatentable over 
Moody in view of Okada. The Examiner's Answer correctly states that "Claims 3, 20-23, 31, 48- 
51 were been canceled." Moreover, the Examiner's Answer at page 3 states that "The copy of 
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the appealed claims contained in the Appendix to the brief is correct." The Appendix lists claims 
10-19 as pending. Therefore, claims 1, 2, 4-19, 24-30, 32-47, and 52-78 are pending. 

For these reasons, and the reasons stated in the Appeal Brief, Applicant submits that the 
final rejection should be reversed. 

Please apply any charges or credits to Deposit Account No. 06-1050. 
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